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ABSTRACT

The attached monograph, “On the Foundations of National Military Strategy: Past and
Present,” identifies the Hobbsian natinn-state system, the Soviet threat, Containment,
Dsterrencs, the Bi-polar balance of power, European focus, and a cumbersome bursaucracy 3%
the foundations of America's national military strategy during the Cold War period. The auther
labelled these items “the Current Paradigm.” Research was then conducted to determine the
lagitimacy of the current paradigm The result of this research led the author to conclude that
current domestic and international trends and reaiities called each element of tha current
paradigm into question. This finding, the author goes on toclaim, implies (3! that to use the
current paradigm in the present domestic and international situation would not resuit 1n
appropriate solutions to current probiems; therefors (b) a new paradigm was required. The
monoaraph clases with the suggestion of a new paradigm, the Eomponents of which are tha
following: a8 Humean international system, Diminished external threats and increased internal
threats, Inclusion, Justified intervention, Balancing powers gnd the power of balance, 5lopbal
focus, and a Faster, more creative bureaucracy. The author acknowledges the difficulties in

" abandoning a set of beliefs that have successfully governed national military strateqy 1or Nty

years and adopting a new sat, but he quickly points out the risks in not doing so.
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ABSTRACT

The attached monograph, “On the Foundations of National Military Strategy: Past and
Present,” identifies the Hobbsian nation-state system, the Soviet threat, Containment,
Deterrencs, the Bi-polar balance of power . Europsan focus, and a cumbersome bursaucracy as
the foundations of America’s national military strategy during the Cold War period. The auther
labelled these items "the Current Paradigm.” Research was then conducted to determine the
legitimacy of the current paradigm The result of this research led the author to conclude that
current domestic and international trends and realities called each element of the current
paradigm into question. This finding, the author goes on to claim, implies (31 that to use the
current paradigm in the present domestic and inter national situation would not resuit In
appropriate solutions to current problems; therefors (b) a new paradigm was required. The
monoaraph closas with the suggestion of a new paradicm, the éomoonents of which ars the
following: a Humean internationai system, Diminished external threats and increased internal
threats, inclusion, Justified intervention, Balancing powers and the power of balance, Glopal

focus, and a Faster, mors creative bureaucracy. The author acknowledges the difficulties in

" abandoning a set of beliefs that have successfully governed national military strateqv ior fiftv

ysears and adopting a new sat, but he quickly points out the risks in not doing so.
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_t Rene Descartes
Pules for the Direction of the Mind

why does 3 national military strategy change” How J08s it change” Two Studlgs-- %5
Sk or Disaster, by Rober L Doughty and 77 Sources oF 7 11183y 0tring, by Barr » Hoien--
gescribe chenges that the French armed Torces mede during the peri1od between the worlg wars
These changes were incremental, organizational modifications that proved insufficient given the

realities facing the French and the technology avairlable. The French had not reall, changed,

any thing other than a cosmetic sense, prior to WW i1

I shall argue that fundamental changes 1n naticnal military strateg, involve first g
concepiual change which then results 1n practical changes. To change a strategy requires
Tunaamental snifts 1n the wav the military profession views the worlg. Further,t snali 2xplain
these conceptual changes and shifts in world view as paradigm shifts That s, the w3 maton
rarses, aquips, gaploys, organiles, educates, traing, hights, coordingtes, and sustan: s ar mes
forces Is that nation's military strategyZ, ami this strategy derives frofm the ugerant paradg
held by that nation's armad forces.

These are bold claims, ones for which | shall adducs arguments and 2vigence later. for
now, consiger this: Copernicus, Galilec. Newton, Einstein--each 1s 3 name ramihiar far wnat
he represents as well as what he did. Each represents a scientific change of manumental
proporuons: the sun-csntered asyronomical system, the modern scienting method, the theaor .

. of gravity and the mechanistic universe, and the theory of relativity. Tha fundamental cranges

- that these men suqgested, later proven bv others, changed the ruies Tor congucting sclence an:

mapped out new directions for the stugy of the physical world. The men listed above 1dentifisg




"new" realities, saw patterns among thess new phenomena, and suggested cohesive ways 10 put
thess patterns together. Thus, they changed the history of science. Such fundamental change iz
normal in the progressicn of science, and, | think offers insight into the nature of change and -
how it applies to armed forces.
Thomas S. Kuhn, \n /7 Structure or Screntific Revolutians . explains these fundamental
changes of science in terms of shifts of paradigms. Paradigms are important, according to
Kuhn, because they constitute the shered beliafs of the scientific community which givern the

conduct of “normal” science and provide the foundation of a professional culture.3 Scientific
change, or progress, comes in the form of new observations and “facts” that chalienge tha
current paradigm. At this point the scientific community has two options: either continue to
holid to the old paradigm, calling the new observations anamolies or exceptions, or adopt a new
paradigm. History shows that scientists usually choose the former option. They remain
conservative, holding on to their old ways of under standing, interprating, and problem salving
They make modifications and incrementai adjustments to what they “know to be trus” ( like the
French didduring the inter-war yesrs). Generally, scientists continue trying to solve the
problems that arise from the new observations and "facts" in ways that they had been taught.
They fall back upon ways that “worked before,” only ta find solutions are wanting incomplate
and insufficient. Finally, the growing numbers of anamolies and excepticns crsates a crisis;
the old paradigm collapses. A new paradigm steps forward, and a scientific revolution occurs.
first in thought, then in practice. The revolution 1s complete when members of the scientific

profession test and verify the new paradigm . then show how it incorporates the farmer -
anamolies and exceptions.4

Kuhn's model for scientific change has tremendous explanatory pawer in its abitity to

analyze change within professional communities. With it, one may gain new insights into
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fundamental chenges in military hmstory. However, | intend a8 more contemporary use. | shall
argue that the United States is in the process of a paradigm shift concerning its national
military strategy. The argument will follow four steps: first, anexplanation of the nature nf a
paradigm, how 1t works, how and why it shifts; second, a description of ths U.5 military's
current paradigm; third. 8 isting of trends and resalities that challenge the current paradigm ¢
legitimacy; and 1ast, some suggestions concerning a new paradigm and its imphcations.

-Step 1: Pearadigms: An example of what they are, how they work, how and why
they shift.

7he ideal Is raslized through its owrs uss... Knowing..masns 3 Cerian: ki s
mnteliigntly conaueled abing, 1t caeses o 0 conlemp/alive and Becomes in 8 irue sense
oracticsl

John Dewey
Reconstruction in Philosophy

Unfortunately. kuhn did not present one clear'v articulated derinition or a paradigm. in

fact he uses the term in 21 ways.5 However, despair need not result. From this variety, one
can draw the following set of conditions which circumscribe the nature and usas of a paradigm:

The term “paradigm” appiies if it:

1. describes the recsived bellefs of a specific body of knowladge €
<. 1s agreed upon, shared by, and governs the beliefs of a professional community.”
3. has 8 set of institutions or a burssucracy through which the paradigm is used.
promuligated, taught, and further articulated.8
4. establishes the professional understanding by:
8. defining “problems” and “puzzles” to be solved--1.6. establishes the scope of
legitimate research;®
0. working as a tool to solve “problems” or “puzzles;*19
¢. establishing the methods of research,!!
d establishing the criteria of success; |2

o. interpreting, orgenizing, and explaining data and phenomena; 13

Thess conditions dslinsata a schoo! of thought which has its own truths and propnets,

beliefs and bellevers, teachings and teachers. The school's professional community uses 1ts




truths, belisfs, and teachings to explain and inter pret the world, predict the future, 1dentify
- problems and prescribe methods for solving them, conduct research, and educate new

members. 14

The French military, in the period between the world wars, provides a good example
The profession had a dominant school of thought concerning the future direction of its military
strategy. This school wes guided by a set of heliefs, its paradigm, used to develop their
country’'s military stategy. it sought to i&ntify and define the pertinent military problems
that they had to solve, study the problems, and present solutions in accord with the schoo!'s
paradigm and workable on the futura battlefield, as defined by the school's members

The main beliefs which governed France's military paradigm include the following: ¢ !
atliance diplomac, :nd the perceived need of cementing a tie with England as fundamental to |
victory in acoming war ;15 (2) beltef that the key to victory in battle lies in the centralized
control of firss by division and higher commanders and infantry as the decisive combat arm ;3¢

(3) predicting that future war lies in the niethodical battle! 7 not infiltration maneuver .

breakthrough, and swift attack in depth;15 »nd (4) translation of the methodical battle into an
attrition-oriented, static defense that they hoped would buy time needed to orchestrate their

alliance and mobilize resources!9 or an aquul’y stylized, attrition-oriented method of attack

used even by their mechanized forces.20 While the paradigm certainly containad other
elements, these four will suffice for purooses of example.

The beltefs of the paradigm are important, for accepting a paradiam 1s ke accepting a
judicial decision.2! Acceptance entails use; paradigms are practical constructs. nat merzly

theorstical. The French would see the practical result of their paradigm in 1939-40 22

Results are important. However, this essay 8ims to 1lluminate the use of a paradigm as well as
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what resuits from it.

Accepting their peradigm entalled key decisions Jor French military strategy. They
raised, equipped, deployed, organized, educated, trained, fought, coordinated, and sustained
their military forces in concert with the paradigm they adopted.

The French raised an army whose term or service was reduced to eighteen months 1n

1924 and to twelve months in 1828, whose proficiency was suited primarilv for defense, and

whoss term of service was 3 malor impetus for the construction of the Maginot Line 23 The
army was equipped Tor static, defensive warfare ang methodical battle. in the defense, 1ani s

supported infantry. In the offense, tanks attacked in a linear , methodical way with the pace of

the attack tied to the range of supporting artﬁlery 24 As Doughty explains, “objectives were
placed about fifteen hundrad meters apart, the infantry and artillery could provide protective

fires, and the lanks’ movement coud be more closely controlled.”25 The army deploved to defend

French frontiers in linear, near cordon fashion with some, albeit arguably insufficient and ill
controlled, reserves. 26 They occupied the “centerpiece of interwar French military” thinking

the Maginot Line.27 The Maginot Line. 1n addition to protecting soldiers, defending a traditicnal

invasion route, and providing economy of force, protected French industry which had to

mob1h2e to.support of the kind of war the French military snvisioned.26
Organizationally, France did have a modern forcs for its day. French cavairy gidgchange

into a light mechanized division; unfortunstely, overall “movement toward mechanization
was...characterized by ...fragmentation and diversity “29 Aimost half the French tanks wera
emploved in an \niantry suppert role.30 The Franch emploved less than 25 percent in armorea

divisions.”31 Mgst of the Franch army was organized primarily to fight dafensively, then tu

transition to a slaw, ponderous, methodical, firepower -based countersttack 32 French doctrine




called for centralized control and following rigid plans. 33 The “methadical battle would nat he

overturned [even] by the tank; rather, the tank had become an integrai pert of that step-by-

step, carsfully controlied battla....smployed ahsad of the infantryv_..in order o destroy the

stronger defenses... After they overran an enemy position, the following infantry and theiwr -
tanks would...move forward...The French wanted the tank to be bound tightly 1o the infantry and

to be restrained by the tether of artillery support.”34 They knew the Germans had mastered
encounter batties, "bettles [ that] take place unexpsectedly, betwesn forces on the move,” bit the

French miiitary avoided them.355 Why? Doughty suggests that the French realized that their

one-yeor soldiers could not fight such pattles.36

French military strategy developed as & result of the attempt to soive the problems
confronting the country-—-the German threst, lessons learned from their WW | experience,
their study and testing of new technologies, and domestic restraints and demands. The probisms
were framed by and solutions derived from the paradigm governing French military thinking.
W!th this paradigm, the French identified which problems they had to solve, defined tnese
problems, established the methods for their research, and identified successful solutions
Wrong though they were, the French solutions were consistent with the paradigm they held.

Had the French been abie to 1dentify that their paradigm was 1ncor rect . as some
menibers of the profession claimed, they may have arrived at different conclusions. However,
shifts in poradigms are difficult. On one hand, new paradigms offer new explanations of
reality, new possiblities in solving problems, new ways to adapt, and new chances for success
- Inachanging worid On the other hand, professions often rercely resist paradigm shirts
because such shifts entall changes to the prevailing system and sltmination of settled

bursaucracies, policies, procedures, and interests. However , paradigms g0 shift. -

Thay shift because the old paradigm no longer “fits” current realities. The operant




peradigm does not work as well as 1t did. 1t 1dentifies successiul sojutions with decreased
regularity. Paradigms shift because someone, or some group, finds a new paradigm and shows

that it can do what the former could not. As Kuhn puts it: “a novel theory emerged only after a

pronounced failure in the normal problem-solving activity."37 How do they shift? Not
claenly.

The orocass leading to paradigm shift begins almost imperceptibly. At first, "facts” are
«.scovered that the operant paradigm did not expect and cannot explain--anomoliss. Adherents

'0 the paradigm "will devise numerous articulations and &7 2ar moditications of their tnheory in

~order toeliminate anv apparent conflict. 38 Qver time. however, anomalies creats a crisis for
the operant paradigm and its bellevers. The growing number of modifications required of the
paradigm to accommodate ar{ increasing number of anomaiies results in tha follewing
realfzation: that what some had cailed anomalies are really counter-instances which
demonstrate that the operant paradigm i insufficient.39 At this point the profession is in

crisis. As Einstein obssrved, it is as if "the ground [i3] pulled out from under one, with no

firm foundation to be seen anywhere."40
“The transition from a paradigm in crisis to a new one,” Kuhn writes, “is a

reconstruction of the field from new fundamentals...that changes some or the fieid's most

glemenwry theoretical generalizations as well as many of its...methods and applications. "41

During transition, debate abounds. Writers present alternative theories 1n proressional
journals and papers.42 The debate ends not with logic alone. Rather, the adoption of a new

paradigm has as much to do with psychology and sociology as with 1ogic and evidence <%
" A paradigm shift resuits in new methods for problem igentification, statemant, and

solution. The impact upon the profession 1s 1mmense. What 15 accepted 15 not 1ust a new

theory, but all that derives from i With respect to military strategy, a new paramam wili
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rasult in new approaches to raising, equipping, deploying, organizing, educating, training.
fighting, coordinating, and sustaining an armed force. Mere logic and evidence are insufficient

to motivate such shifts. Paradigm shifts are akin to an intallentual converaion ar transier aof

aliegiance.44 One can understand the resistance 1o paradigm shifts.
The real issue of a paradigm debate is control aver the future of a profession—--not just

theorstical control resulting from defining the new paradigm, but real control of agenda,

bureaucrscy, and budget. 45 Thus, Kuhn suggests that advocates of new paradigms are often
“men so young or so new to the crisis-ridden field that practice has committed them less desply

than most of their contemporeries to the world view and rules determined by the old
paradigm,"46

Doughty's and Posen's description of the inter -war French military corroborates much
of Kuhn's explanation of paradigfn shifts and the institutional resistance to such shifts, The
organizational behavior of tha French military profession--with confusing authority, vague
powers, cumbersome administrative procedures--precluded them from innovation and from
developing a more appropriate response to the realities they faced. The bureaucratic

environment in the French High Command, Posen shows, “favored the development of a doctrine
relying on the strength of the defense, methodical battle, and firepower."47 Thus, Doughty

expiains, France " had prepared for and gone to war with a cumbersome military hierarchy

[and supporting bursaucracy] 111-suited to innovative and flexible responses in peace or
war."48
During the inter-war period, the French commissioned several studies and tests

concarning future war and the role of the tank and mechanized forcas in it. Some recommended

revolutionary changes, but no such changes occurred.49 Why? Correctly, ona might adduce

savoral answer's (¢ this question, but key to each must be the requirement that the tank or any



other 1nnovation "fit inte” the French miliwtary's belief in centrahized control and the attrition-

oriented “methodical battle."SO Any more audacious use would require a shift in paradigm.
France was unable to adopt a new paradigm despite a public debate over the future of the

French army and an increasing military budget. "Numerous articles appeared in military

journals about the role of the tank."S1 in responss, another commission studied the question

only to result in establishing "the standard French approach to the tank that was to endure
through 1939.52 While the French made some minor modifications to their doctrine. no

radical change occurred.53 Nor, from an understanding of paradigrns, could one realistically
expect a radical change to occur. Posen 1dentifies the practical impossibility to change. for

"new technologies were in the custody of very traditional sery fces... The military hierarchy:

was inflexible...[with] little civilian pressure to innovate."S4 During the five vears leading up

to 1939, France had increased its military budget from 11.48 billion francs to 93 29 dbillion,

an eight-fold increase.5S Yet. the money was not spent on a war-winning military.56 The
budget was spent 1n accordance with the paradigm governing the French military orofession
The French manifested, again as Kuhn explains is the case in most professions, an
inability to change. Misuse of military history, bursaucratic organization, inertia, vested
nterests of "ruling” groups, "constituencies” among various branches and commissions--all

mitigated against fundamental change. While the French sought to avoid misusing histdry by

basing their doctrine solely on principles derived from historical studies,57 the system the

French had for the study of history resulted in a narrow focus on their own experiences and

Interpretations of them . vice a more objective and comprehensive study.58 Doughty explains
that despite recent French colonial experiences and the experiences of other nations in wars

mora recent than World War |, the "hattle of Montdidier became the common basis for officers

to study and lsarn...a mode! of the methodical battle, of cantralized control, and of effective
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planning and execution” for the Franch military.59 The French concluded that "methogical

techniques could be applied cutside Europe....[and] that methods had to be adapted to the
circumstances."60 "No new method or counter evidence,” Doughty states, "could averturn or

replace [ the concept of totel war and methodical battle] . 61
Organizationally, the “French did not have a smoothly functioning system in which

specific individuals had precise responsibilities for analyzing issues and resolving
problems."62 The "chief of the general staff of national defense...only had powers of
coordination, not of command."63 Such an organization did not, nor could it, provide the army

with a firm sanse of direction.64 Inertia in the French military was with infantry and

artillery, not armored forces. _Thosa who controlled the French military profession, as

Doughty explains, labelled tank enthusiast "extremists."65 Thev allowed that the tank would

play arole on the future battlefield, but "its employment was carefully enclosed within and
constrained by the doctrine of the methodical battls,"66 Again, study after studv contirmed this

conclusion.67 The controlling constituencies within the French military were not dispused to
relinquish control--not for any simster reason, but for ressons completely axplhicable.
Doughty expiains, "more thah baing a victim of German military excellence, France was

a victim of her own historical experisnce...and political and military institutions...[her]

choices [were] constrained and partially shaped by thesa influencing factors."68 "The failure
to change sufficiently," he goes on 0 say,

is rooted in the political, institutional, historical, and strategic relationships

that induced the French to mold and adapt the new wesponry to the prevaliing

doctrine. The army viewed technological developments from the perspective of

already accepted concepts and did not perceive new 1deas or weapons overturning

or forcing a fundamental transformation...of accepted doctrine. The...High -
Command...found it easier to compromise than to construct something fundamentally

new....most new concepts and weapons...were grafted ontoc older methods or

assimilated into existing organizations. ..Only some fundamental changes in




thinking could have altered the main outline of the 1940 solution.6%

French commissions--who were to study the future of war in light of new technologies,
organizations, and doctring~~merely confirmed the profession’'s paradigm. On the whole, the
orotesﬁlon treated novel aiternatives as anomolies not counter-instances. Professions ang

their bureaucracies do not shift paradigms easily. Not until Germany demonstrated that

France's paradigm was outdated did the French military, as a profession, realize its crisis. 70

"By 1936, the thought patterns and organizational structure were set. When Hitler began his

depredations, few were willing to embark upon risky fnnovations."71 Germany was about to
present France with the ultimate counter-instance. Paradigms, France would realize, are

practical constructs. not merely theoretical. “The rapid coilapse of Poland,” Doughty ob3serves,

“provided & sense of urgency.”72 The paradigm-military strategy link is real.

Like the French, and ail other nations, the United States’ national military strategy
derives from its paradigm. America raises, equips, deploys, organizes, educates, tramns,
fights, COOraINates, and sustains her armed fOrces In CONCert with a Specific set of bellefs and
imperatives. These beliefs and imperatives operate just as the ones governing the French nac.
The paradigm describes the accepted beliets of the military community; has a bureacr acy
through which the paradigm 1s used, taught, and articulated; and is used to 1dentity, define, ana
solve the problems which face the profession. In the section that follows, | shall present a
description of the American paradigm.

Step 2: The paradigm currently governing the U.S. military.
Faith in & 1act can H6lo creete the ract

william James
The Will to Beliave

in 1651, Thomas Hobbes published his classic, Zeviarhen. |In it ha presented what

remains the thearstical foundation of international relations. "Nature,” Hobbes wrate, “has
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made men $o equal” that, while one may be “stronger in body or of quicker mind than another . .

the weskest has strength enough to kill the strongest,” either by surprise or by jeining with

others.73 Because each person has an equal ability to get what he wants and, therefore, an aqual
hope of attaining his ends, the Hobbesian state of nature is unstable in the extreme. it is,
according to Hobbes, a state of constant war with "gvery man against avary man," a war which

consists not only of battle, but also of the psychological instebility that results from knowing

SOMBone or Some group might attack at any moment.74

Although Hobbes did not describe the nature of the intarnational community, others havs
applied his ideas to create §uch adescription. Each state in the international community,
according o the Hobbesian model, stands against the other just as each per-son stands against the
other in the Hobbesian state of nature. In Poa/rtical Theory and Internations! Relations,
Charles R. Beitz explains that “the application of Hobbes's conception of the state of nature to
international relations serves two different funtions. F irst, it provides an analytical model
that explains war as the result of structural properties of international relationz....Second, (it}

provides a model.. that explains how normative principles for international relations should be
justified.” 7S Beitz gues on to demonstrate the paucity of the Hobbesian model; however , his

detoiled and precise treatment testifies to the model's power and continued appesl. 76

John Spanier’s international politics texthook, Games Marions Play exemplifies the
appeal and utility of the Hobbesian model. Qne can easily see the Hobbesian influencs in his
text_. the saventh edition of which was published just recently. He describes tha interantional

community as 8 system in which:

each state...1s the guardian of 1ts own security... Each regards other states as potential B
enemies that may threaten fundamental interests. Conseguently, states generally feel

insecure and regard one another with a good deal of apprehension and distrust All

become very concer ned about their strengths, or powsr. In order to prevent an attack ,a

state must be as powerful as potential aggressors.77
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As Spemer dsmonstrates, the power a nation possesses 1tself, or n concert with allies, 1%
fundamental to the Hobbesian model.

Power, and its use te guarantee the secur ity of one's nation, is one of the most dominant
themes in any study of international relations and national security. in the absence of a
common power to keep each member of the international community in check, each nation must
either be strong enough to protect its survival against likely aggressors or be in alliance with
thoss who can. Thus, Spanier again appites Hobbes' ideas to describae international poiitics ae
“the product of a state system that is characterized by the absence of a legitimate central

government...[and a] set of rules or norms that govern (sic) the way in which political
conflicts can be resolved peacefuily.*78
Some might argue that Spanier is extreme in his characterization. 79 However,

influential policy makers and strategic pianners havq and still do use the Hobbesian moae] 80

For exampile, the model underiies the Secratary of Defense's current annual report to the

President and the Congress and the President's 1atest national security strateqy 51

The Hobbesian model, one seems warranted to conclude, 135 the theoretical foundation of
the paradigm governing America's military strategy and sets the international stage unto which
post-World War || Americe walked. Furthermore, that the United States and the Soviet Uniton
emerged from World War || as the two superpowers in a Hobbestan nation-state system,
provides the motivation for and justification of the next two elements of the paradigm- the
analysis of the threat and the devsliopment of a national strategy to meet that threat.

Waestern leaders understood even before the end of World War | that the main post-war
threat in the international arena would be the Soviet Union . In the United States, while post-

wer policy makers debated over the correct policy to mest this threat, no one denied that the

major threat was the Soviet Unton.82 The National Security Counctl viewed the U.S.-Soviet
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relationship as "a basic conflict between the idea of freadom under a government of 1aws, and

the idea of slavery under the grim oligarchy of the Krem1lin."B3 What becomes apparent from

this view of the Soviet threat is its ideological component. Communist 1deology threatened "~

democratio ideals, and this threat gave the Cold War its particular intensity 34
in addition, the Communists were aggressive and posed significant mihitary strength.
The Soviet Union was viewed then, and one could argue plausibly is viewed by some still, as

seek ing "to create overwhelming military force, in order to back up infiltration with

intimidation” to dominate the wor1d.85 NSC 68, a strategic assessment produced by the
National Security Council in 1950, identified the Soviet Union as "animated by a new fanatin

faith, antithetical to our own [which] seeks to imposs its absolute authority over the rest of the

wor1d."8& This portrayal continued well into the mid-1970s when “agroup of prominent

citizens banded together...to arouss the public and sound the alarm [declaring] that the Soviet

Union has not altered its long-held goal of a worid dominated from a single center -~Masnow 37
When this aggressive, ideclogical, militarily well-equipped thrsat developed a nuclear
capability, it took on another , much more ominous aspect--it became a physical threat to the
existence of the United States.

The Soviet Threat has been--and remains, at least in some sectors and with some
prominent professionals~-the primary focus of American national military strategy. James
Schlesinger recognized this focus in his annual Defense Department Report of FY 197S. There,
he identified the Soviet Union as the dominant threat against which both our nuclear and

conventional forces are aimed.88 This belief also governed Secretary Casper Wainberger's

analysis presented in his annual report of FY 1985.89 Even in the most recent Defense

vspartment annual report Secretary Dick Cheney says, "Although the changes bagun 1n the

Soviet Union and Eastern Europs are welcome, Soviet armed forces remain the most serious




military threat to the United States and its allies."90 A3 recently as October 1990, Lt. Gen
Charles B. Eichelberger's "The Hazards of an Unstable World" re-emphasized the physical
component of the Soviet threat. He wrote,

Despite undertaking internal reforms, reductions and arms control

negotiations, the Soviet Union will remain the largest standing Eurcopean

land army. Although Moscow is restructuring its armed forces on the

principle of sufficiency, these forces will be equipped with more capable,

modernized weepons. in addition, the Sovists ars continuing to modernizs

their offensive strategic nuclear systems. These Systems make the USSR
the only state capable of destroying the United States. While their usa

is not expected, we cannot lose sight of this capability.9!

On the strategic level, one cannot doubt that the Soviet Union, understood as an aggressive,
ideclogical as well as physical threat to the United States, remained the focal point of post-war
U.S. strategic analysis.

This strategic analysis, when coupled with the corresponding ermphgsis each service hias
given to training and sducating its forces to defeat Soviet and Soviet~client armed forces, leads
one to see that the paradigm governing U.S. national military strategy contains an
overwhelming bailef in the Soviet Threat. Morsover, this threat analysis is the object of the

policy of containment and the strategy of deterrencs,

Containment’s origin is often attributed to George Kennan's “X" article of 194792 n
which he said, "the main slement of any United States policy toward the Soviet Union must be
that of a long=term, patient but firm and v1§ﬂmt containment of Russian expansiva
tendencies."93 When one understands the Soviet threet as both ideological and physical, one
sges that contatnment expanded the definition of “vital national interest” beyond securm’/ .

nerrowly coneeived.. to include ideological interests.94 America had to stop the 1deology from

spreadiing, even whera such expansion did not poss a physical threat to her interests. Adopting

this policy meant that the U.S. sought to contain Kremlin-directed communist expansion--
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wherever it occurred.95
"Acceptancs of the policy of containment,” write Jordan and Taylor in Americsn Netions! T~

Security, "1aid the foundation for.. American strategic policy....Opposition to communist
expansion became the fundamental principle of American foreign policy. ™96 Containment

provided the impetus for NATQ and for tha "pactomania” of the Eisenhower -Dulles years. 97
Containing Scviet directed and inspired communist expansion provided the rationale for our
actions during the Korean War , the Cuban missile crsis, Yietnam, and our opposition to Soviet
forces in Afghanistan. [n his recent “National Security Strategy of the United States,”
President Bush recognizes the important role that containment played in American foreign
policy and national military strategy,

The challenge of an aggressive, repressive Soviet Union was contained by

a system of alliancas, which we helped create, and led....perhaps it was

inevitable that the Soviet Union, met by a strong coalition of free nations

determined to resist its encroachments, would have to wrn inward to face

the internal contradictions of its own deeply flawed system-=-as our palicy

of containment always envisioned. 98

From containment flowed the strategy of deterrence. In fact the two are linked
essentially: the United States hoped to contain tha Soviet Union by deterring her from
expansive moves. American forces would confront the Russians “with unalterable counter-

force at every point whers [ the Soviets] show signs of encroaching upon the 1nterests of a
peeceful and stable wor1d."99 Deterrence, the dominant strategy executing the policy of
containment, 100 sought to keep en opponent from a given course by posing unacceptable
risks. 101

The administrations of Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan. and

Bush would apply diplomatic action or militery force to dster the Soviets from their hegmonic

design. Alliances or other aggrsements would also deter the Sovists. Concerning the military
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arm of deterrence and containment, forces would be nuclear and conventional. Forward
deployed troops of any service; early deployment of military forces whether sea, land, or air;
the possassion of 3 first and second strike nuclear arsenal; and the development of the Strategic
Defensa Initiative--all would provide deterrence.

Deterrencs has driven, and continues to drive, our national military strategy. It

provides one of the foundations of both “The Maritime Strategy” of Admiral Watkins and "The

Amphibious Werfare Strategy” of Generai Kelly."102 it provides partial rationale for our
nuclear triad. President Bush lists deterrence as the first component of America's grang

strategy, and Secrstary Cheney labels deterrence as "the highest priority of the Department of

Defense.”103 Belief in deterrence, 1ike containment from which it flows, forms another key
belief of the Amer-ican paradigm.

The next component of the paradigm currently governing American military thinking
concerns the wor 1d in which the threat was identitied, containment professed. and deter rence

axecuted, the bi-polar worid. "World War |1 destroyed the multipolar balance of power " says

Joseph Nye \n Saund o Léag, “and ushered in the.age of Soviet-Amer ican bi-polarity 104
Secretary Schiesinger reflects the opinion of others before and after him when, in his annual
report of 1975, he reminded us that “the United States bear's the principal burden of
maintatning the wor ldwide military equilibrium which is the foundation for the security and
the survival ot the Fres World....In fulfiiling this responsibility we racognize that we are

dealing with @ wor1d which 1s m1l1tar1ly dominated by two states--ours and the Soviet

Union."10S Bi-polarity, theretors, 1s 8lso key to the paradigm governing the American

" military profession.

This bi-polarity led to the American focus on Europe. The worst-case sconario, and the

one most feared even during the Korean War, was the possibility of a Soviet attack of Wastern




Europs. 106 Pater Drucker summarizes this focus in 7he Aww Rsa/ities:
When the Cald War bagan in the 13940s, it was the recovery of Europe and the
NATO military allionce on which the United States based its foreign policy....
America's policies and actions [even in} Asia—-whether the Korean War,

the Vietnam War, or President Nixon's rapprochement with Communist
China--were essentially parts of America's European strategy to contain

and counterbalancs a furgpsan-centered Russia.( empahsis In original ) 107

While battle in Europe may have been the least 1ikely, it was the highest threst, for it
was the battle with the highest probability of escalating to nuciear exchange. U.S. armed forces
prepared for this scenario most earnestly. The bulk of sech service's budget went to
developing, procuring, and fielding weapons systems, conventional and ruclear, that would
ensure success in the “high intensity,” central battle of Europe. Service sshools and training
gxercises paid primary attention to the Europeen battlefield. In planning, preparing, and
practicing operations to gain control of the air, control of the sea, or control of the ground,
Europe was the main concern. Planners attented to insurgencies, counterinsurgencies, and
other contingency missions; however, these wers “low intensity” conflict. While acknow leaged
as more likely, they were of secondary importance. They were the “half wars"” America had to
be ready to fight. The big war was 1n Europe.

However, as important as the international system, the Soviet threat, containment,
geterrence, Europe, and the bi-polar world are in getermining our natiaral military strategy,
these elements do nat compriss the entire paradigm which governs that strategy. Like the
French and most other organizations, the Department of Defs:ise and the Service Departments
ara hierarchicsl burseucracies. As §uch. they behave within predictable parameters.
Importent decisions are made at the top and executed at the bottom of the organization. They are
conservative ,. cumbersome, slow 10 make decisions, ard relatively inflexible- -especially
wher'e significant change or rapid reorientaticn 1s required. As in all buresucracies. internal.

organizational, "turf" considerations--vested interests and constituencies—-Tigura as
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prominantly -as do considerations of effectivenss and efficiency. 108 “The iron law of

bureaucracies,” writes Hedrick Smith in e Powsr Game, “is to grow and to control their own

fiefdoms, and the military services--being bureacracies--follow that law. “109
Coupls these characteristics with fiscal constraints, competition for limited rescurces,
Congressional demands.and restrictions, service agendas, personalities, and media scrutiny

The result paints the true picture of the context within which our military strategy is

developed, planned, and executed. 10 Some have gone so far as to adduce evidence thev think

sufficient enough to conclude that organizational factors, not the others, are the most important

ones in determining what our national military strategy looks like. ! 11 Ina 1986 essav
pubnsned in Parameters, Jeffrey S. McKitrick goes so far as to say that even after the latest

JCS Reorganization Act, "vestiges of the World War 11 service~oriented military establishment
continue to exist.”112 McKitrick then concludes by saying, "it is doubtful that any maior

reform will take place, absent a military disaster that generates public demand for change."113
A more recent Parameters’ essay by Colonel A.J. Bacevich goes so far as to argue that the
American military profession is locked in a nostalgic embrace with World War 11, an embrace

that precludes a detached, abjective analysis of modern war and quarantees a self- indulgent

devotion to a "Pattonesque style of warfare."114

As unpleesant as recognition of these kinds of facters is, an accurate description of the
current paradigm requires it. The ract that one tries to sliminate these kinds of influsncers as
counterproductive, does not diminish their continued reievance in the development of na:ional
military strategy. More to the point: these are just the kinds of influences Kuhn hes in ming
that demonstrate why professions and their burssucracies find it so hard to shift paradigms,

despite the ract that reaiities show they should 7o present the paradigm under which national

strategy is developed without acknowledging these organizational characterstics wouid be to
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pressnt an incomplets analysis.

One might claim, oorréctly, that the paradigm governing the development of our
military strategy consists of other bellefs or imperatives. | can only agree. However, the
seven part paradigm outlined above--bellef in the Hobbesian nation-state system, the Soviet "-
threat, contatnment, deterrence, bi-pi’ar balance of power, European tfocus, and herarchical
burewcrmy-—h-seems to be sufficient for purposes of these minimai claims: (1) whatever
strategy the Secratary of Defense and the JCS have developed since World War 11, it has been
consistent with the foregoing seven beleifs; (2) however the Depertment of Defense, the JCS,
or the services have dentified then solved problems, the solutions have been consistent with
these seven beliefs; and ( 3) that the foregoing paradigm describes the set of beliefs shared by,
promulgsted, tpught. and used by the members of America's military profession.

The Armed Forces of the United States--air, ssa, and land--are raised, squipped.
deployed, organized, aducatad, trained, fought, coordinated, and sustained in a way that 1s
consistent with the seven part paradigm outlined above. From the Marshall Plan and the
Truman Doctrine to the MX missile, from massive retaliation to competing strategies, from the
Berlin Crisis to the Cuban missile crisis, from the Korean War to Vietnam, from Contra
assistance to support for Alghan resistance--these beliefs have functioned just as kuhn
describes 8 paradigm functions. This paradigm has helped the United States mihtary profession
explain and interpret the worid, pradict the future, identify problems and prescribe solutions,
conduct research, ard educate new members of the profession. In sum, from these beliefs and
imperatives we have derved our national military strategy. These beliefs and imperatives
circumscr ibe the paradigm currently governing the American military profession.

However , just as the elements of the current paradigm--~and, by extension, the national

militory strategy which derives from it--were not immutable when first pressnted, one

should not consider them immutable now. World War {1 ended with sigmitficant changes to the




international community ; Amer ics adapted to those changes. | shall argue in the next ssction

that the end of the Cold War has resulted in equally significant changes. In fact, current trends

and reslities seem to challenge the foundation of sach eiement of the current paradigm.

Step 3: Trends and realities that suggest we are at a point of paradigm shift.
Everything is moving and nathing stay's strl/l

Heraclitus
Fragments

The Hobbesian mode! and the international order which flows from it is losing 1ts
exp .anatory power. It is less descriptive of the naturs of sovereign states and of the way these
states interact with one another. States themselves are less autonomous than they once were,
the distinction between domestic and foreign policie: are becoming blurred. Behavior of states
in the international commuﬁity 1s limited, albeit incompletely, by world opinion, international
conventions, transnational commerce, and international organizations. While the changes are
not universal, they are growing in scope and strength. Insum, they mark a significant change
to the way international affairs are conducted.

The traditional Hobbesian mode! presupposes that each member of the international
community is a soveraign state, 3 state that monopolizes controi over its finances, economy,
geography, and coercive power. These sovereign nations are the common power that ends
Hobbes' state of war of every man against every other and sets the rules of domestic behavior .
International behavior, to the contrary, has no such common power ; therefore, states act 1n

thetr self-interest more or 1ess unconstrained. However, as Joseph 3. Nye points outin Souny?

lo Leag, the distinction between domestic and international is not as absolute as it once was 115
Notiona/ soversigniy 1s being redefined in 1ight of the growing transnational economic syvstem

the world money market; global capital; and the age of instant, tele-communications and

computer technology . Growing interdependence, world opinion as projected by a global media
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system, and the increasing significance of international institutions and conventions are
transforming the international community .
"Economic theory,” says Peter Drucker in /e Mew Ras/itiss, "still assumes that the

sovereign national state is the sole, or at least predgminant unit, and the only one capable of

effective economic policy."116 However, such is no longer the case. Drucker demonstrates that
agrowing number of businesses are becoming tr-ansnational companies who do their designing
"anyplace within the system....do their research wherever thers are research
scientists....produce wherever the economics of manufacturing dictate....business plans,

business strategies, and business decisions....oparate without regard far national

boundares."117 The transnatiorial character of the global economy is reflected across the
corporate spectrum--communications, brokers, bankers, manufacturers, service industriss,

clothiers, musicians, film makers, entertainers, publishars, and television. The worid

economy is growing separately from national economies. 118
Transnational actors will continue, and at a more rapid pace, to erode what had been the

sovereign power of the nation-state. "Companies are forming into what might be called

'information-sharing groups,’ according to Alvin Toffler's Powerssizi 119 The future economy

will be a network of compariies forming “alliances, partnerships, agresments, ressarch and

tephriieel (cooperatives]."120 And, as the number of transnational companies grows
arithmetically, the numbers of possible compinations grows geometrically. The result? "Mega:
firms [ that are] essantially non-national....capable of transferring operations, funds.,

pollution, and people across borders....As [ these multinationals] lose their: strictly national

boundaries, the entire relationship between global firms and national governments ic -

transformeg." 121

With the rise in transnational corporations comes a wor 1d money market and global
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capital. 122 "Globalized production and marketing,” explains Alvin Toffler, “requirs capital to

flow easily across national boundaries. This, in turn, demands the dismantling of old financial

regulations and barriers erected by nations to protect their economies. "123 Transnational
business and global capital are linked directly. “As corporations integrate their production and
distribution across national boundaries, acquire foreign firms, and draw on brainpower from
around the entire world, they inevitably need fresh sources of capital in many countries...[ this

need created] multinational securities firms that buy, sell, underwrite, and invest in many

nations."124 Transnational companies and global capital blur what had been clear With
globalized finance, a part of what had been the sole realm of a soveriegn nation is lost.

The nature of instant tele-communications and the rise of computer technology blurs
national boundaries and stafe sovereignty . Tele-communications is one of the two main
factors, according to Joseph S. Nye, that has "revolutionized qlobal markets and accelerated the

development of transnational corporations that transfer economic activity across {nationat]

borders."125 Electronic money 2ips from corporastion to corporation ignoring national
boundaries, following only tele-communication links via computers and modems. "Life was
simple,” writes Alvin Toffler, "when each country's telephone system was controlled by a

single compeny or ministry...and international standards were. .decided by the International

Tele-communications Union."126 Life became mors complex when computers began talk ing to

one another, satellites began connecting corporate computers, and the number of telephone

companies grew. Individual states fuily control neither the flow of information that fuels the

fast-moving, global economy nor the flow of information reported by the global media system
The transformation of the nature and extent of national sovereignty is changing the

international community. "Increasingly,” reports Joseph S. Nye \n Bound to iasg the

CRaNgIng Neturs or American Power, "the 50lutions to many current 15sues of transnational
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Interdependence...require collective action and cooperation among states....further, there are no

purely domestic solutions to such transnational problems: rather, collective international

action will be a critical part of their solution.”127 International organizations, muiti-national
institutions, and global conventions--1ike the United Nations, the Worid Court, intsrnational
agreements and sanctions-~are rising in importance. They are starting to congeal intn the
rudiments of a comman powsr thet is capaﬂle of ending the Hobbesian state of natura in the
international commumt&(. Worid opinion, aided by a increasingly global media system, 1z
speeding the jelling process. Exemplifying the reach of television, AMagsirends S0 presants

this vignette: "Ocobamba, Peru, atiny village of 400 penpie had battery-powered televisinn

before running water, reqular mail service, and even electricity.”128 While Toffler

recognizes that “the giobal media system will not make nations behave like Boy Scouts,” he

correctly points out, it does raise “the cost of defying worid opinion."129 No one can doubt the
important role wor1d opinion, the global media, and international institutions and conventions
plaved in the Yietnam War, the downfall of Marcos, the call to eliminate Aparthed, the growth
of demoncracy in Eastern Europe, the opening of the USSR, or the reforms in China, To be surs.
the pressures of world opinion, international convention, or global orqdmzatlons were not the
sole causes of these events. Further, thess pressures are fait less in closed societies than in
open ones. However, these pressures have been and remain forcss significant enough g be
considered as major influences in the shaping of and the responses to wor Id events. Their
consideration and force wiil continue to grow.

Netions are significantly less soversign than they were fifty years ago Unilateral action
in pursuit of 8 nation's self intersst is an option less available to individual nations togay than

fifty years ago. For these reasons then, the Hobbesian model is dimimishing in 1ts utility. It

cannot yet be discarded; however , Spanier's description of the international community as
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absent of a “set of rules or norms that govern the way in which political conflicts can be

resolved peacefully” is no longer as accurate as it was. 130 Even without a central governmen!
in the full sense, the international scene has developed and will continue 10 develop beyond on2
in which states are akin to Hobbes' “every man ageinst every man.” The transformation is not
complete, but the direction is clear and momentum established.

The set of the international stage has changed. The theorstical foundation which
American strategic planners assume and from which they begin their analysis 1s, itsslf, in
question. As 1f this fundamental change were not enough, America's "Moriarty” has vanished

To say that the Soviet Union presents no threat to the United States is to averstate the
cass, However, unless one has been clotstered absolutely for the past 30 yesrs, one cannot deny
the radically different Soviat Union that the United States faces. Kennan foresaw events most
clearly when he said in 1947, "if disunity were ever to seize and paralyze the Party, the chaos
and weakness of Russian society would be revealed in forms beyond description.. Soviet power

is only a crust....Soviet Russia might be changed overnight from one of the strongest to one of

the weakest and most pitiable of national societies.”131

What remains of the Soviet threat are three items. First, her ideology. Marxist
thinking is dialectical and teleological. Thus it allows for deviations and temporary setbacks &
routs 10 1ts ultimate goal of a world in which Communism 1is the dominant ideology. In fact, 1n 3
pure Marxist ssnss, a society must first pass through capitalism in order to develop into the
Idaal communist society. The USSR had never passed through its capitalist phase. Thus, a
Marxist theorist could plausibly arque that the current changes in the Soviet Union are
nebassary and will ultimately result in the true communist state Marx envisioned. Second, the

Soviets ratain the ability to launch full and deadly nuclear strikes against tha United States

Thus the threat to the physical destruction of the United States remains regardless of who 1s
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governing or how they gover.n. Third, the USSR still has on active duty large numbers of wall-
equipped conventional forces. She is not a military eunuch.
Even in Tight of the above, however, the Soviet thraat to the United States 13
insignificant. First, even if what wa are seeing in the Saviet Union is only the capitalist phase
Marx claims is necessery, “going through™ thet phese seems certain to last more than a few
vears. Further, to gn through the phase, the Soviet Union will have to become a relatively open
society, change the currant modes of production, alter the social relationship between the
government and citizens, and adjust her magiss ggsranarr in the international community
Thqse actions, of which we see evidence, should satisfy aven the staunchest “nen-Mcarthyits”
that the natura of the Soviet thrept has changed. Perhaps at some time in the future, the Soviet:
will again move toward the communist rhetoric of the Cold War. The United States should deal
with this eventuality then, not now. Second, while the U.S.S.R. still doss possess significant
nuclear and conventional étrength, she does not have the will to use either Hundreds or
thousands of draftees fail to report for duty, and internal civil war threatans the cohesion of the
Soviet Union. Events in the Soviet Union have moved to such a point that aven If a conservative

coup seized control of the cantral government, ona could question-~-for 1nternal ecchamic and

polmcal ressons--whether she would pese a significant threat to the United Statas.
Unforiunataly, as the Soviet threat moved off stage, others moved on. Some nations are
led by aggressive terrorists, torturers, and totalitarisns, or by f&nath:s armed with
increasingly lethei weaponry. Thersfore threats to the United States, its citizens, and the
values for which it stands, remain.
However , :he changing nature of the domestic and international communities and the
ctianging face of the Sovist Union now confronting the United States entatl changes to the Cald -
Wair policy of containment, the national strategy of deterrence, and the organizational behavior

that had succeeded under the old paradigm.



As successful as our policy of containment has been, 1ts necessity 1s over. The
aggrassive, ideological and militarily menacing Soviet Union need not be contained any more
“For the United States,” says Peter Drucker, " the disintegration of the Russian Empire means

a total change in fareign policy, and in the assumptions that have undergirded American foraign

policy.”132 Recognizing the same need, President Bush writes that the United States "must
move beyond containmaent to seek the integration of the Soviet Union into the international
system es a constructive partner....Moscow will find us a willing partner n creating the

conditions that will permit the Soviet Union t0 join, and be welcome in, a peaceful, iree, and

prosperous internetional community." 133 Further, no other nation has stepped forward to
threaten the United States, either physicaily or ideologically, as the Soviet Union did.
Therefore,the need to contain the Soviet Union, or anyone elss, is past.

Containment wes the national policy from which deterrence flowed. The two, as
demonstrated ear lier, are 1inked essentially. With no justification for the pelicy of
containment, what happens to the strategy of deterrence as currently practiced?

The rasson d'alre of Americe’s Cald War strategy of deterrence was to preclude Soviet
expansion. With this motivation gone, what shall the United States deter? Some might suanest:
deter aggression, or instability, or proliferation of non-democratic governments. However,
executing any of these superficial answers would quickly overcome the economic capability of
the United States. Each would require that the United States become, permanently, the world's
police force. Further, adopting any as the U.S. madss qoerandy’ would result \n more
deployments of forces than either the U.S. Congress or the people would accept end more thén
the budget could afford. Tnerefore, such answers are infeasible and unresiistic. In the section

entitled, “Our Interests and Objectives in the 1990s," his Adtzanal Secur 1ty Strategy of the

United States President Bush answers by saying, “The United States seeks, whenaver possible




in concert with its allies, to deter any sggression that could thraaten its security “134 Rut
even this answer is incomalete for two ressons.

First, for the same reasons the previous answers are unsatisfactory--that they commit
the United States to too much--President Bush's usa of "security” is imprecise, By using that
word, the Prasident certainly cannot mean each and every threat to our security is justification
for going to war. Rather, its use must mean that the United States seeks to dater other nations
from threatening the physical existence of the United States or the security of our vital national
interests. That this second use is the proper understanding of the Prasident's use of “security”
seams 10 be the propsr conclusion.

Second, given that President Bush wants to deter threats to our security as understood
above, the real question is not “What shall the United States deter?" Rather. "When should the
United States use military force?" To answer this question, one must distinguish “vital”
national interests from other interests. | shall take up a discussion of this topic in tha Jast
saction of this essay~-suggestions for a new paradigm. The discussion thus far 1s sufficient to
suggest to the following minimal conclusion: the notion of "deterrence,” at least as professed in
{ba cucrent paradigm, 1s inadequate. Its inadequacey results from its essential 1ink to
containment for which no justification now exists.

This conclusion, especially when added to the shifts in the naturs of the international
community, the naturs of the threats facing the United States, and the dissolution of
containment, would be enough to demonstrate that the paradigm under which the United States
national military strateqy hes developed and been executed for the past 40 years is'shifting,
However , wor Id trends and realities are also affacting the traditional understanding of the
balance of power and the nead to focus on a European battlefisld,

The world in which the former Soviet threat was {dentified, containment professed, and

deterrence executed is no longer bi-polar in the same sense as in the past. "Elements of bi-




polarity will continue,” reports Joseph 5. Nye, "particularly at the military level. ..But thase

elements alone are unlikely to be sufficient to restore containment as the central strategic

‘concept for the coming decade."135 When one considers all the eiaments of national power, 1o
claim that the United States and the Soviet Union are co-equal global superpowers seems

~ unsupportable. Further, aithough the U.5.5.R. retains significant conventional and nuclear
power, one must remember that the questions: "Doas country x have +?" and "Is country v
capable, all things considered, of using 7" are two separate questions--logically and
practically. The Soviet Union has and is capable of using her nuclear arsenal; the 1ikelihood of
the Soviet economy supporting &8 major war is remote--at best. The USSR has but 15 incapable
of using ther conventional forces in such a way so &s to poss a serious, sustained threat to the
United States or NATO=-~ at'lsast in the near and mid-term.

With this shift, the worst-case scenario involving a Sovist attack of Western Europe
dissipates. Thera may be other, good reasons for some kind of American presence In Europe,
however , a U.S. presence in Europe cannot use as its justification the threat of imminent and
potentially pre-emptive attack by the Soviet Union and its allies of the former Warsaw Pact.

Stmultaneous with the shifts in containment, deterrence, the balance of power, and the
Soviet Union, are the changes bureeucatic organizations are currently undergoing. In the
business world, 1arge, bureaucratic corporations are changing. They ars restructuring to
survive and prosper in the current domestic and international miliesu. Tom Peters, in
Thriving on Chags, characteri2es that mileau as chaotic and uncertain where successful

orgenizations will “enhance responsiveness through increesed flexibility, short-cycle

innovation.“136 Successful companies will be ones which can produce within their leadership

ang workers a wholesale change of attitude and which will reduce layers of management, flatten

their organization, break down the barriers between functions, and create systems that rasult




in continual interchange of data. 137 When applying innovations and mathods of operation
adopted from the business world for use In the military, Gne must be cautious of belisving,
faisaly, in an axact corraspondence betwseen the corporate wor id and the military world. Sucha
belief is wrong, and wauld yield insppropriate conclusions. However, one does seem warranted .-
in investigating why large corporations—~with whom the Deparimant of Defense bureaucracy

shares many characteristics--feel the need to restructurs. Perhaps, thera may be some

correspondence with DOD. |

One gets the sense from reeding /agatranas 2000, The New realiliss, Powsrshiris, and
Thraving On Chaos that much more important that any one individual change ocurring in the
wor 1d--domestic and international --1s the conflation of the number of changes and the rate of

those changes. The pace o change 1n the wor Id, and the uncertainty which results from this

pace, placa significant stress on bursaucratic organzistions and their leaders. 133 Toffler
outlines these difficulties when he says,

The real trouble starts...when turbulence in...the economy, or sociaty stirs

up completely new kinds of probiems or opportunities....Suddenly

dacision=makers confront situations for which no cubbyholed information

exists. The more accelerated the rate of change...the more such one-of-2-kind

situations crop up....When situations that can't be assigned to predesignated...

cubbyholes [occur ], burssuc:-ats get nasty.... What we see...is a burgeoning crisis

at the very heart of bursaucracy. High spead change not only overwheims its...

structure, it attacks the very deepest sssumption on which the system is based. 139

Toffler continues by saying, "high spead change requires equally high-speed decisions--
but power struggles make bureaucracies notoriously slow....Bureaucracy will not vanish....but
the environmental conditions...ars changing so repidly...they can no longer perform the
functions for which they were designed.” He concludes by stating unequivocelly that "it is now

accepted that compenies will wither under competitive fire if they cling to the old centralized

buresucratic structures that flour1shed durtng the smokestack ags." 140

The requirement for business organizetions to focus, decide, and act rnore efficienctly
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and sffectively in a fast paced, uncertain, near-choatic environment seems quite analogous to
the situation in which military professionals find themselves. A number of recently published
documents, authored by senior Defense Department officials, suggest the similarity of the

- situauoné. Secretary Cheney, in hisAmnual Report lo the President and the Congrass.

cheracterizes the present world situation as an "era of tremendous uncertainty "141
Amplifying this view, the Secretary of the Army reports, "As we enter the 19S0s, our natinn

foces 8 significantly more complex and varied secur ity environment than at any time 1n our

history" and a future full of uncertainty. 142 General Carl E. Yuono adds his description of the
current environment tn which military professionals must anerate. He says, "many of the

conditions that have underqirded our nation's security strategy for more than four decades are

being rendered obsolete by the rush of events around the world."143 General Yuono then

explains that one of the dominant characteristics of the world in which we find ourselves today

< is the ongoing march of change. 144 Finally, Stephen K. Conver, Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Research, Development and Acquisition, says, "Our watchword for the future is

change. The new and markedly différeht wor 1d political and sconomic scene, along with the

declining defense budget. will result in dramatic changes in the way we do business. 145
In the section of his annual report entitied, "Strengthening Defense Management,”

Secretary Cheney disouss ways to make the Department of Defense more efficient without losing

sffectiveness. The prime impetus behind his call is the awareness of a declining budget. 146
Declining monies, however, is only one of the reasans which motivates DOD to scour its
bureaucracy. A second reason, one that might actually be mast important, is this: the world in
which DOD must operate- ~domestic and international--13 a rapid~changing world. and an

- overly bursaucratic DOD organization will not be able to keep pace in that warld.

Goldwater-Nichols and the changes it brought to the Department of Defense have helped.




ars helping, and will continue to help DOD to restructure. Budgst cuts will also force some
efficiency related changes. However any hope of replacing buresucracy...involves more than
shifting people around [and eliminating] ‘fat,’ ....Today, change is 50 acceler=zted and the

information needed is so complex that the channels, t00,...are overwhelmed, clogged with

messages."147 Further, any serious change must be not only organizational but also one of

intellect; the military profession must find within itsslf the “intellectual muscie and

creativity” to deal with “this time of epochal change.“148

Innovation, flexibility, creativity, rapidity of decision making and action, divestiture of
‘vested interest and parochial focus, and breaking from the inertia of tne past--thess are the
requirements that the numbers of changes and pace of those changes place upon organizations
and leaders. These ere the traits which trends and realities require organization to engendar
similarly, thess are the traits which are required of the military strategists.

interim conclusions

mé merils of &.. Lheor'y aré I Draportion (o the carrect preaictions waleh 1 ine/ies
" Stephen Toulmin
Foresight and Understanding
The beliefs which the American military profession has shared; agreed upon as those

which should govern our military thinking; used to solve the puzzles of the past 45 vears and to
interpret, organize, and explain our worid; and taught in our professional development schools
are changing. The process began aimast imperceptibly; no one could have predicted the changes
that have occurred or the rapidity of those changes. Thus, one seems warranted to‘ suggest that
using the current paradigm to solve contemporary problems will result in solutions that will

not work. The current paradigm no longer “fits" reality. Two choices manifest themselves.

The first: continue to hold to the old paradigm, with some modifications passibly , calling




the new observations anaomolies or exceptions. The second: search for and adopt a new
paradigm. That we have this choice indentifies our position as a trainsition period
Another characteristic marking the transition period between paradigms, Kuhn

explains, is the csbate over the future direction of the profession. 149 Such a debate is apparent
in the military profession. Professional journals, briefings. position papers, "think-tank "
studies--all evidence the concern of the profession over "where its going.” This debate will
result, sooner or later, in a new paradigm, one which conforms to the changing world.

Further, the debate 1s heaithy, albeit uncomfortable for some. it will help the profession
determine the best way to raise, equip, deploy, organize. educate, train, fight, coordinate, and
sustain the nation’s armed forces so as {0 be prepared for the future. Cur national military
strategy is not vacuum-born. |t is derived from a certain set of beliefs, a paradigm, that
governs those who establish the strategy--the military profession, both civilian and
uniformed.

The logic and evidence presented in this on-going debate seems to lead one to the second
choice~-search for and adopt a new paradigm. That is, the profession ought to search for 3 new
set of beliefs which conform to current realities and will, therefors, constitute a usable
peradigm from which to der'Ive a new nations] military strategy. When it comes to paradigm
shifts, however, logic and evidencs are necessary but insufficient in and of themsaives. Ina
literal sense, to 1dentify the requirement to shift paradigms is to identify acrisis in faith. The
0ld paradigm worked. The profession has reason to believe in 1t. No Such guarantee exists with
a new one. Momentum will always be with the old paradigm; the tendency in any profession
will always be to modify its current paradigm, not to change it. The risk involved 1n changing
is significant. But, as the French saw, the risk in not changing is aiso resl. Of what might a

new paradigm consist?




Step 4: Implications: Suggestions for a new paradigm
/L 15 Impossible 1ar 8 1imitad undiersianding lo /oresee { the] Tutura.. experianced
DOrsons... SHoUld serve us not.. o arrive ot certriude. which 1s impossible, but.. to act
Wil Uhe ulmost DaSSTDIE reasansiiiénsss on e 1acls. given us
Leibniz
Ethics, Law, and Civilization
According to the Hobbes, only 8 powerful common government can guarantee peacefui

coaxistence. Without this common power, the natural state in the intarnational arena 15 3 state

of constant war or potential war between saveriegn states. 150 The applicability of Hobbes'
ideas is in question for two reasons: first, states are not as sovereign as they once had been;
second, gven in the absense of a powerful commaon government, world opinion, glotal
organizations, and multi-natlonai agreements constrain the behavior of states much more than
they had The ideas of the following theor ists provides a more plausibie alternative to the
Hobbes' view: An Eaquiry Cancerning the Principles of Marsls, “Or the Origin of Government,”
and ‘O the original Contract * by David Hums, a8 18th century Scottish historian and
philospher; /he £meraence or Marms by Edna Ulimann-Margalit. a 20th century sociologists
and e Strategy of Conviict by Thomas Schelling, a 20th century international relations
theorist. While neither Hume, Ulimann-Margalit, nor Schelling--1ike Hobbas before them--
specifically addresses the international community, what they say is applicable and
illuminating. |

This alternative, which | shall call "Humean,” starts by assuming that each state
recognizes that its long-term best interest lies in peaceful, cooperative arrangements amang
members of the inter national community proviged other states do the same. The guarantse that
nations will act according to this proviso, they sugges!, develops naturally. over time 1n the

following way: firs3t, sume nations--and to a significant degree other, non-national . alobal

agents--enter into cooperative arrangements with one another  Second, these arrangements
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resuilt in regularities of behavior and of expectations among those cooperating. Other nations,
seeing the advantages of these arrangements and being heartened by the regularity of behavior
and expectations, join in. Third, regularities of behavior and expectations develop into

conventions among participants. Conventions add sven more predictabilty and stability to the

behavior of states. Finally, the conventions develop into norms, the last step in the pracess, 151
The Hobbasian model holds that viclence and coersive power are the only guaranter of

- international order and, in the absance of such a common power, violence, or the threat of it, i3
the norm. Hume suggests that rational self-1interest is the primary quarantor of an
international order and that violencs is the exception to the rule. Further, with Uliman-
Maralit and Schelling, he demonstrates that regulated, normative behavior can and doss develop-
even without the establishmient of a2 "common power.” Predictability, stability, and
advancement of interest result initiaily from reqular ity of behavior, then from conventions
and norms. This alternative reveals a deeper understanding of the nature of coercive power.
Coersion is not imposed externally as Hobbes says it must be. Norms which arisa from
reguiarities of behavieor and conventions--that is from the choices states and other

- international actors make-—-are sufficiently coersive to result in predictability and stability

No common power, as Hobbes requires, must exist to produce an international order.

The important point is this: the international community can govern itsalf sufficiently
enough to guarantes predictability, stability, and advancement of individual states' self interest
without the existence of a world government. Roque states will take advantage of these
arrangements from time to time. Viclence and the use of force will naver be eliminated.
However, this 1s the exception rather than the.rule. Further, the international community will
develop--and some might use the current Iraqi crisis as evidence that such a development is
occurring now--ccaventions and norms to govern how rogue states are to be handled.

Every state should, but certainly nations like the United States who are recognized as
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leaders in the world community must, reinforce regularities of behawbr, conventions, and
norm that have developed and are developing. Doing so adds weight to the force these
regularities, conventions, and norms have; adds legitimacy to the process; and adds momentum
toward the development of more useful, more long-lasting, and more binding norms--all of
which is in the long term best interest of each individual state and the community as a whale.
The alternative suggested in the ideas of Hume, Uliman-Margaiit, and Schelling 13 not utopian.
it is, howaver, 8 more accurate description and explanation of the how the intarnatinnal
community works and is more suggestive concerning what nations must do to create the kind of
stable wor 1d environment require for sach nation to flourish.

This accuracy resulis in suggesting that it be-tne theoretical foundation of our new
paradigm which, in turn, suggest§ a method for reassessing the thraat and replacemeant concepts
for both containment and deterrence. Joseph S. Nye, Jr. suggests that “the critical question for
the future of the United States is not whether it will start the next century as a superpower

with the largest supply of resources, but to what extent it will be able to control the politicai

environment and to get other nations to do what it wants."152 The kind of control over the
political environment that seems in the best, long-term interest of the United States appears 1o
be the kind which results from developing norms by which the international community will
govern its behavior--as suggested by Hume, Ullman-Maragaitt, and Schelling.

Just as the military profession must consider an alternative tc the Hobbesian modet as
the theoretical foundation to 1ts new paradigm, the profession must consider a new “threat.” For
the pest forty-five years the primary threats to the "ultimate survival or well being o7 the
nation” have been from external sources--specifically the Soviet Union and her surrogates
Correctly, we have placed our primary esmphasis i1n couniemng thesa thraats.  Soma, albeit
diminished, external threats to the security of the United States remain. However, emphasiz

will shift to internal threats to our vital national interests, thase which "threaten the ultimate
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survival or well being of the nation."153

America remains threatened by external sources, but to a much lesser extent than she
had been. The U.S. cannot turn our back to these threats; neither can she give them the same
emphasis she had given the ubiquitous Soviet threat. The security of aur nation--~its ultimate
survival and well being as the kind of nation that America is~-ultimately rests upon a strong,
healthy economy, an educated polity , and governmental agencies that can react quickly and
affactively enough in today's fast changing, compliex world. To lose sight of the requirement to
secure these ultimate foundations of our national strength 1s to define "national security” ico
narrowly.

Any threat to these ultimate foundations of our national strength are surely threats to

-our "vital national interests,” albeit non traditional because of their "internal” nature. Five

such internal, non-traditional threats are: the national dericit, a sagging economy, drug abuse,
a poor education systam, and overly bureaucratic governmental agencies. Each strikes at the
heart of our democracy. The deficit and sagging economy steal our economic Tuture and our
abilty to modernize and compete. Drug ~buse erodes respect for democratic institutions and the
values upon which this nation was founded. Like our growing deficit, drug abuse literally steals
the future from young Americans. Our education system keeps us from daveloping the educatad
polity required to sustain a democracy and to compete in the fast-paced, high-tech, information-
based marketplace. Overly bureaucratic governmental agencies, civilian and military, reduces
our ability to respond quickly enough to the rapid pace of change which 1s characteristic of our
current domestic and internatiohal world. The rate of change in sociai, economic, fiscal,

technological, corporate, and international worlds is such that overly bursaucratic

nrganizations cannot kesp pace. 154 "Rapid change means...uncartainty [and] competition irom

the least-expected quarter," explains Toffler, “[ and] bureaucratic organizations 135 too slow




and cumbersome." 155 One can see avidence of our bureaucraciss baing unable to act quickly or
decisively enough in aseries of challenges: the savings and 0an crisis, deficit reduction, the
problem of AIDS, producing a budgst, countering drug abuse and narco-trafficking, housing the
homeless, and fixing America’s education system. Corporations are learning the need to T
restructurs to such a size so 8s to be responsive to the pacs of their marketplace. Government
agencies and depertments must learn the same lesson.

This second class of threats is not the classic external, “snemy-coriiing-aver —the-wirsa"
threat one 1s used to identifying as those challenging our vital interests and national secur ity
To view national security in these terms is quite non—traditional. However, one cannot deny
that these threats seriously jeopardize our national security, especially in light of the analvais
contained in two recant books which explain what it takes for a nation to be, and ramain, 3
great power. The first in Paul Kennedy's 7728 R/se ang F&/! or the Grase Powsrs: Eoonmom e
Change and IMI7itary Conrlict Trom 1500 o 2000, the second, Alvin Toffler's Powershirt

“Perhaps the best way to comprehend what lies ahead is to look sacéwara briefly,”

Kennecy stys, "at the rise and fall of the Great Powers over the past five centuries "156

Look ing backwara, Kennedy arques that all great powers have hed to balance. simultareously,
three competing priorities: “to provide military security ( or some viable alternative to
security) for its national interests, an to satisfy the sociceconomic needs of its citizenry., ans
to ensure sustained growth, this 1ast being essantial both for the positive purpose of affording
the required guns and butter at the present, and for the negative purpase of avoiding a relative

economic decline which could hurt the people's military and economic security n the

future,"157 To emphasize any one for too long, Kennedy claims, will result in decline from a -

position of great power. Kennedy's analysts concludes: too much spending, over time, in the

military reaim for what is normally called “national security.” is equally as bad as too much
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spending, over time, in the domestic realm for what is normally called "social security *
Toffler presents a different perspective on the source of a nation's power. Hi3 analysis
of the sourcs of 3 nation's power identifies the following three items as mast important:

violence ( military strength), wealth (economic strength), and knowledge (sducational
strength). 158 Each is important, for a nation whose power is balanced among all three

elements of the triad is a nation prepared for all challenges the future may bring. 159 Howsever,

knowledge is the basis for creating wealth, adapting to changing situations, the central source of

advanced economigs, and a force multiplier in the reélm of military strength. 160 The
educationel strength of a nation will give it the edge it needs in the fast-paced, ever-changing,

dangerous wor ld of the 2 1st century. Therefore, Toffler concludes that "more important than

either arms or weelth is the knowledgs on which both ara increasingly dependent. " 161

Armed forcss correctly focus on the more traditional, external thrasts to national
security. This focus must remain, for the world still contains powerful threats to the physical
security of the United States and her citizens. While the diminishing Soviet threat doses not
leave a "Shangri-1a“ world, the military profession must realize that for legitimate purposes
of national security, America's priority of effort and spending may have to go to counter the non-
traditional, internal threats. Only by doing so, at least in the near term, will the country be
able to sustain 1ts national strength in the fullest sense. Arthur M. Schlesinger,Jr. . in 72

Qelas or Amarican History, explaing that such a shift in focus 1S a quite normal, perhaps even

necessary, shift that has recurred throughout American history. 162

If the military profession had only to digest two new beliefs-~that of a Humean
theoretical foundation and “internal” threats to national security-~the concaptual flexibility
reguired of it would be significant. Unfortunately, more is required. The beliefs goncerning

containment, deterrency, and balance of powsr, as weil as changes to the profession’s
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organizational behavior rcquire re-thinking and adaptation.

Already, the policy of containment is giving way to a policy of inciusion. The cooperation .
between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R has strangthed international reqularities of behavior and
conventions., The Sovists see that it 1s in their own self interest, as Hume gbserved, to enter 4
Humesn worlid order. America's best interest l1ies in doing what 1t can to reinforce further
development of requiarities of behavior, conventions, and norms. The resulting predictability
and stability is tha kind of world in which America's well being can flourish. It i3 also the kind
of world in which the well being of other natibns flourishes--a fact that more are beginning to
understand which, in turn, further strengthens the development of norm-—guided behavior n
the internationai arena even without the Hobbesian “common power.”

The predictability and staﬁthty resuiting from a Humean development of norms i5 unlike
that resultirg from coercive force or fear of it. The former is deeper, more long lasting |
because it is imposed intarnally, built upon self-intersst, and results from development over
time. The latter is shailow, and will not stand the test of time because it is impased externally.
Once the axternal, coercive power is gone, the reason to regulate one's behavior goss toa. The
result is & break up of whatever patterns of regularity and conventions that had been present.
To a large degree, one can ses exactly this kind of phenomenom in the break -up of the Warsaw
Pact and the Communist Party in the Sovist Union. To use force to establish a long-lasting,
predictable and stable world is to demonstrate that sither one does not uﬁderstand the correct
source of stability or one 1s interested only in the short-term.

Force still has its place, but not to establish predictability and stability Rather, the
uss of force will be 1inked to one of two cases. Case One: a single nation or a coalition of nations
will use armed forcs to deal with a "rogus” state that has violated, or {s threatening to violata,
established reqularites, conventions, or norms. Case Two: a single nation, or more rarely a

coalition of nations, will use, as a last resort, armed force to protect 1ts vital national
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interests. These two variants of the use of force change the nature of deterrence in new
paradigm.

In one sense, the strategy remains valid. America’s armed forces continue to deter use of
nuclear arms, global war, and regional conflicts. In another sensse, the justification for
deterrence hes changed absolutely. The concept was linked essentially to the ideas of an
aggressive Soviet threat and the policy of containment--neither of which is now valid. inthe
past we could justify use of Amarican force by showing that use would deter the Soviet inion ar
her surrogates, thus contain Communizm. Such 8 justification is no longer valid,

S0, when should the United States use military forca? The answer 18 found 1n the two
variants described appve. The first variant is relatively straight forward. The second,
however, because of its use of "vital national interests” requires clarification. What is a "vital

national interest"? Jeffery Record. in Sevad /1i/rtary Rerfarm, offers this definition: “any

interast in defenss of which one is willng and able to go to war."163 The initial araft of JCS

PUB 0= 1, Basic Mationa! Detenss Doctrine, echoes Records' definition by saying that “vital

interasts ars those desmed worth fighting for." 164 Such answars are usaless tautologies.
Robert E. Osgood, in L/imitad War Revisied, presents 8 more useful answer of vital interests:

“those directly and imminently [linked] to physical or ecunomic secur ity of the United
States."165 Likewise the glossary of JCS PUB 0-1 says that "a vital interest is one which

threatens the ultimate survival or well being of the nation."166 Any interests beyond this are
subordinate and may or may not justify the use of force.

in the paradigm required by the new world trends and realities, justified intervention
replaces deterrence as the standard for determining when the United States should use its armed

forces. Intervention is justified in at least the two cases described above--to deal with the

“rogue” state, or to protect vital national interests. However, a nation does not use its force
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gach and avery time 1t may be justivied 1n downg S0, for othsr Important considsrations mnpact
upon the decision to use force. For example: To what degree are the interests of the United
States threstened? What 15 the imminence of the threat? What will be the cost to the United
States? What will ba the cost not to use U.S. military force? To be surs, the answers to these
questions are difficult and largely non-quantifiable. Mors important, unlike deterrence which
offersd strategists a near blanket approval for use of force, intervention must be justified in
68C) and every c2se,

This approach does not suqdest American isolationism. The United States is a global
suoerpower and, as such, retains leadership responsibility. Further, a rogus state or other
agents threatening to destroy the develobment of internattonal regularities of behavior,
conventions, and norms may requ'ira acountarforta. However, American forces need not be
1nvolved in each of these instances. In fact, in light of America's requirement to focus on
internal threats to 1ts vital national interssts--the deficit, drug abuse, the quality ot
aducation, and overly bueaucratic governmental agencies---one could present a plausible
arqutﬁent that American forces ought to be involved as itls as possible.

The United States cannot, nor should it, divest itsaif of its global leadership
responsibilities. However, nsither can it divest itself of its domestic responsibilites. The
United States iias not had to balance her attention between external and internal threats to the
degrae now raquired. This 1S new and uncomfortable ground, especiaily for military
professionals. What is required is not the trite "doing more with less.” Rather what seems to
be needed is this: a complete review of American committments, a re-1dentification of the
conditions under which America should use her armed forces, and establishing global security
arrangements, perhaps even regional, which will preclude--as in Korea, Vietnam, and Irag--

the United States from shouldering the military load.

The rew theoratical foundation, the changed nature of the threst, and the replacements
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for containment and deterrence requirs America’'s military profession to alter 1ts belief in the
traditional the balance of power. The U.S. is now concerned with simultaneously balancing
powers in the international scena and developing the power that comes from balanging its
internal sources of power .

Balancing powers refers to the return of the multi-polar internetional world. The
power of Japan, the European Economic Community, 6il producing nations, and others--~all
hava risen sinca World War iI's end. Even if one rejacts the claim that America i$ in decling,
one cannot reject the rise in the power of other nations and regions. The bi-polar world is now
on historical phenomenon, no longer applicable to the international community. Also falling to
history is America's primary focus o Europs. The countries of Europe as an economic power,
the vanished threat of the great NATO-Warsaw Pact battle along the GOP trace; the deveiopment
of financtal and economic interdapendence, transnational sstors and fssues, and the growing
importance of world apinon, global organizations, and international conventions--ali conetitute
the reasons why America's primary focus is global, not regionsl or European. Finaily,
balancing powers will occur in the Humean, interdependent world. Developing regularities of

behavior, conventions, and norms will itseif bacome a form of balance.

The power of balance 167 refers to power a nation derives from balancing two triads
The first, from Paul Kennedy's 74 Rise o Fa/l or the Grseat Powers, concerns the threse

essential of a national economy: to provide for military sacurity, to satisfy soc10-economic

needs of its citizenry, and to ensure sustained growth. 168 The sacond, from Alvin Toffler's

Powershirt, concerns the three essantial sources of national power: military, economic, and

educational. 169 The power of balance will result from successful treatment of the internal

threats now emerging with the United States. Thus, one seems warranted in suggesting an

essential unity in the elements of the new paradigm.




44

Finally, the new paradigm from which Amarica's futura national military stratagy 12
derived must contain a belief in restructuring overly bureaucratic arrangements. Thiz
restructuring is not merely consolidation of functions, although consolidation is impartant.
Rather, the restructuring must eliminate unnecessary layers in the bureaucracy and quicken
the transfer of information among thoss needing it.

The requirament for timely responses in fast changing situations is true of
govarnmental agencies and departments, "Pace,” Toffler explains, “is determined by the speed

of transactions, the time needed to [ make] decisions...the speed with which data, information

and knowledge pulse through the...system."170 Pace also is a function of the speed with which
recommerdations are suggested, evaluated, and implemented and the time needed to go from
1gentify new organizational or equipment requiremants to "making 1t happen *

To achieve this kind of restructuring within DOD, and other governmental agencies ana
departments as well, will require a change in philosasohy. One saes the seeds of of this kind 6(
change in the observations and recommaendations concerning buresucracies and the resultant
dacision—action cycles in the President's Blue Ribbon Commission on Defense Managament when

the commission discusses the DOD acquisition organization and procedures and defense strategy
developmant. 171 “No one expects bursaucratic organizations to disappser,” explains Toffler,

“(they] remain appropriate for some purposes.“172 What the new paradigm requires,
however , i1s t0 racognize that: "today's changes...come at a faster pacs than bureaucracies can

handle....The faster things change in the outside world...the greater the stress placed on

bureaucracy's underlying framework and the more friction and infighting,"173
This kind of restructuring and the need to meet the needs of an uncertain, fast changing
futurs, will require the military profession to foster and reward creativity and innovation

Only with these traits will the profession be able to undertake the difficult 1ask of defining the
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beliefs which should make up the new paradigm, then deriving from that paradigm the new
ways in which the nation will raise, equip, deploy, organize, educate, train, fight, coordinate,
and sustain its armed forces.
Summary and epilogue

in this sssay, | argued that fundemental changes in national military strategy involve
shifts in the way the military profgssion views the worid--first comes a conceptual shift,
then, practical changes. | chose Kuhn's paradigm modal because ha demonstrates that the
beliefs which make up a profession’s paradigm provide the foundation of that profession's
cuiture and governs the daily problem solving activities within that professton. Hs aiso
demonstrates why paradigm shifts are hard for orjofessions to acheive. The essay's argument
developed in four steps: first, an explanation of the nature of a paradigm, how it works, how
and why 1t shifts. For this explanation | used the paradigm governing the inter-war French
militery profeésion as an example. Second, a description the U.S. military's current paradigm ;
third, trends and realities which challenge the current paradigm's legitimacy; and fourth,
suggestions concerning a new paradigm. The evidence presented in the essay, summarized at
appendix one, argues that America can no longer raise, equip, deploy, organize, educats, train,
fight, coordinate, and sustain the nation's armed forces guided by the current paradigm. Too
much has changed. America requires a new paradigm from which to derive her national
military strategy. The suggestions | have adduced &s possible companents of a new paradigm are
surely not the final answer ; however, the nation requires some similar guide.

Shifting paradigms is traumatic and dangerous. The danger is even more real, and
thereby one is warrantsd in being more cautious, when one is concerned with the security of .
the nation. Danger corractiy elicits caution and prudencs; it should also elicit courage As the

eminent psychalogist Rollo May points out, “the need for creative courage is in direct

proportion to the degree of change the profession is undergoing....['When called upon] tc do
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something new, to confront a no man's land, to push 1nto a forast whers thers are no well-worn

paths and from which no one has returned to guide us...to leap into the unknown...reguires a

degrsee of courage for which there is no immediats precedent and which few people realize."i74




Appendix 1, Summary of findings in steps two through four.

CURRENT PARADIGM

Hobbesian nation-state
System

the Soviet Threat

Containment

Deterrence

Bi-polar Balance of
Power

Europeen Focus

Cumbersome
Bursaucracy; Nostalgic
potint of reference

NEW TRENDS NEW PARADIGM

and REALITIES

decreasing soveriengty ; Humean International
increased import of System

glabat orgenizations,

conventions, and opinion

Saviet nuclear and Diminished external
conventional strength ihreats; wicreased
remeins; will to and non-traditional,
tikelihood of use gone; internal thrests
collapse of Soviet

economy

nothing to contain tnclusion

no justification for
Cold War understanding
of deterrence

Bi-polarity gone

justification for focus on
Europe gone

pacs of change threatens
bureaucacy's ability to
cope; more intellectual
flexibility and creativity
roquired of leaders

Justified Intarvention,
linked 10 vital natignel
interests and inter national
order

Balancing Powers and

‘Power of Balance

Globatl Focus

Faster, More
Creative apalysis
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